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INTRODUCTION

For more than two years, the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department has expendedsignificant resources overhauling the Deputy Sheriff hiring process in an effort to alleviatea significant staffing shortage and quickly identify qualified candidates. However, it
appears that the Department is missing a crucial opportunity to weed out low-performingand potentially problematic deputies during the one-year probationary period — the finalstage of that process. Because civil service protections do not attach, the LASD has aheightened incentive to rigorously assess probationary employees over the course of thatyear and discharge those who do not meet department standards. The statistics indicatethat a rigorous assessment is not taking place. Of the 334 Deputy Sheriff Trainees whograduated from the Academy in 2014, not one was released for performance-relatedreasons. Moreover, an investigation by the Office of Inspector General revealed
significant deficiencies in the probationary evaluation process, including incomplete
personnel files and untimely and unsubstantial assessments. For example, 90% of one-year probationary assessments were untimely; occurring after the one-year probationaryperiod had expired and leaving no time to remove a problematic trainee. Many of thewritten evaluations were form documents or included cut-and-pasted comments that
lacked specificity and were not tailored to the individual trainee. In order to have a fullyeffective hiring process, the Department must conduct meaningful evaluations of its
probationary employees or run the risk of repeating the mistakes of previous large-scalerecruiting drives.

BACKGROUND

After graduating from the Academy, Deputy Sheriff Trainees (“DST5”) are placed on
probation for one year. During this time they are not afforded the civil service protectionsthat are provided to permanent Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (“LASD” or“Department11) employees. If during probation a DST’s conduct is below the standardsspecified in Department policies he or she can be terminated (or “released”) at will,
without recourse to the full range of grievance rights and Civil Service appeals.1

The Department therefore has an incentive to rigorously assess the skills of DSTs beforethe conclusion of their probationary period. As explained in the Community Social
Services Employers’ Association’s Best Practice Series, during the probationary period“[Managers] have a significant responsibility to properly assess the employee’s aptitudeand competencies and to assess whether or not the employee possesses the requisite

1 “Seventh Annual Report,” Office of Independent Review, April 2009 at 27.
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qualifications and suitability for on-going employment.”2 Furthermore, “the probationaryperiod is effective only if action is taken to prevent less than fully successful individuals
from becoming [Permanent] employees — with all the rights that such an appointmententails. Without this assessment and action, the probationary period becomes
meaningless.”3

Whether DSTs are meaningfully assessed during their probationary period has been raisedin a number of different forums over the past seven years. In 2009, the Office of
Independent Review noted in its annual report that for years the Department would onlyrelease a DST whose transgression was so severe that a tenured deputy would have beendischarged, imposing an unnecessarily high burden on the ability to terminate
underperforming employees.4 OIR explained that if the “Department does not take
advantage of the probationary period to shed itself of problematic employees, it will beleft with individuals who displayed troublesome behavior during a ‘trial period’ when onewould expect the employee to be striving to meet Department standards.”5

Three years later, in September 2012, the Citizen’s Commission on Jail Violence (“CCJV”)issued a report culminating “many months of investigation and public hearings regarding
allegations of excessive use of force in the Los Angeles County Jails.”6 The CCJV
referenced the 2009 OIR report and expressed “concern[] that the Department may stillnot be taking adequate advantage of the probationary period to weed out deputies who
may present disciplinary problems.”7 In light of the perceived ongoing deficiency, theCCJV recommended that: “New deputies should have a meaningful probationary period
during their first twelve months in Custody. The Department must rigorously assess eachnew deputy’s abilities and fitness for service and terminate deputies who cannot meet therequisite standards.”8

2 “Best Practice Series: Managing Employee Performance Guide,” Community Social ServicesEmployers’ Association, August 2007 at 25 (“Rather than adopting a wait and see attitude duringthis period, [managers] must take an active role in the process and assess a variety of factors,including on-the-job work performance, attitude, work habits, productivity, attendance andpunctuality, compatibility and any other factor connected to the performance of the job and yourexpectations.”).
See “The Probationary Period: A Critical Assessment Opportunity,”A Report to the President andthe Congress of the United States by the U.S Merit Systems Protective Board, August 2005, at ii(“The probationary period, if used fully, is one of the most valid assessment tools available forsupervisors to determine an individual’s potential to fulfill the needs of the specific position, theagency, and the civil service. However, this outcome requires that an agency assess itsprobationers to determine if they are an asset to the Government.”).“Seventh Annual Report,” Office of Independent Review, April 2009 at 27.ia.

6 “Report of the Citizens’ Commission on Jail Violence,” September 2012, available athttp : //cciv . lacounty .aov/wo-content/uploads/20 12/09/CC]V-Report. pdf.Id. at 132.
Id. at 137 (recommendation 6.4).
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LASD agreed with the CCJV recommendation and in December 2012 reported to the Board
of Supervisors and the interim compliance monitor that it had “implemented” a
“meaningful probationary period for new deputies in Custody.”9 In October 2014, the
Department reported compliance with the recommendation but acknowledged to the
Office of Inspector General (“OIG”) that “evaluation protocols for probationary employees
are not being implemented consistently across facilities.”0 In January 2015, LASD
continued to report to the OIG that the recommendation was implemented, but indicated
that “efforts to ensure that all units are well-versed in the probationary protocol have
increased,” and suggested that the challenge lay with “tracking and timely monitoring” of
evaluations.

In December of 2014, Los Angeles County settled a “federal class-action lawsuit that
alleged Los Angeles County Sheriff Lee Baca and his top staff condoned a long-standing
and widespread pattern of violence and abuse by deputies against those detained in the
jails.”12 The implementation plan for the lawsuit settlement explained that “[t]o ensure a
meaningful probationary period, new Department members assigned to Custody
Operations should be reviewed within six months after being assigned to Custody and
again before their first post-probationary assignment.”13

PROBATIONARY EVALUATION PROCESS
When deputies graduate from the Academy, they are assigned to the Custody Division.’4
After attending “Jail Operations Training” — a four week classroom-based training to
prepare DSTs for their Custody assignment — they are dispersed throughout the County

Baca, Leroy D. 30-Day Status of Recommendations Made by the Citizens’ Commission on JailViolence. December 12, 2012. Letter to The Honorable Board of Supervisors.10 Office of Inspector General, “First Status Report: The Los Angeles Sheriff’s DepartmentImplementation of the Citizens’ Commission on Jail Violence Recommendations and Monitoring Plan(Oct. 21, 2014) at 38 available at
htti,s ://oig .lacounty.gov/Portals/OIG/Reports/Oct%202 1%20 14%200IG%2OCCJV%2olmrjlementation %2OReLort. pdf.

Office of Inspector General, “2014 Fourth Quarter Status Report: The Los Angeles Sheriff’sDepartment Implementation of the Citizens’ Commission on Jail Violence Recommendations(January 20, 2015) at 23 available at
htti,s://oig .lacounty.gov/Portals/OIG/Reorts/OIG%204th%20Quarter%20Report.pdf.12 See American Civil Liberties Union. December 16, 2014. “ACLU Reaches Landmark Settlementover Rampant Violence and Abuse by Guards in L.A. County Jails” [Press Release]. Retrieved fromhtts : //www.aclu .org/news/aclu-reaches-landmark-settlement-over-ram3ant-violence-and-abuse-guards-la-county-jails.
13 See “Rosas Implementation Plan Pursuant to Settlement of Class Action Case Alleging a Patternand Practice of the Use of the Excessive Force in the Jails,” at 4 (Recommendation 3.6), availableat http://www.lacounty.gov/files/rosas. pdf.
14 In recent years a small handful of deputies have been assigned to other divisions directly fromthe Academy and the Department’s expressed goal is to eventually increase the number of DSTssent directly to patrol assignments. However, currently this practice describes an insignificantpercentage of Academy graduates.
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jail facilities for the duration of their probationary period.15 Each facility is responsible for
providing its assigned DSTs with a standardized training program which lasts for three
months.’6 Probationary deputies are provided a Custody Division Training Manual, which
includes a wide range of materials including checklists, report writing exercises and
performance tests. During the training period, each DST is assigned a “training officer”
(TO) who, in addition to his duties as a custody deputy, is tasked with guiding a group of
DSTs through the twelve week training period. Expectations of the TO include assisting
with the trainee’s orientation, providing feedback to the trainee, consistently
communicating with the DST regarding Department expectations and completing bi
weekly evaluations of each trainee’s proficiency in a variety of skills.

LASD has set forth a number of policies governing the evaluation of probationary
employees. Within ninety (90) days of a probationary employee’s initial assignment to
Custody, the unit commander is required to review the employee’s “initial work habits,
performance, and training records.”17 “Unit commanders shall pay particular attention to
issues such as honesty, integrity, trustworthiness, and character, and any other
characteristic that would enable the unit commander to determine if the probationary
employee is truly suited for a career in law enforcement.”18

If the DST’s performance is deemed satisfactory, he or she is “removed from training
status” and assigned to work a section of the jail. During the remaining eight months of a
DST’s probation, his or her “floor supervisor,” who supervises up to 25-30 deputies at any
one time, may change due to staffing needs.

Thirty days before the completion of the DST’s one-year probationary period, “{t]he unit
commander shall conduct an assessment of the employee’s overall career performance.”19
The evaluation and face-to-face meeting must address a number of topics including the
DST’s training and probationary evaluations.20 Starting December 1, 2015, unit
commanders were required to document the “assessment of the employee’s overall career
performance . . . in the electronic Line Operations Tracking System (e-LOTS) by creating
an entry under the ‘Probationary Assessment’ drop down box. The unit commander shall
document the probationary initial assessment and the ‘annual assessment’ in the notes

15 The OIG specifically analyzed the training program provided by Men’s Central Jail (“MCJ”), whereapproximately 25% of all 2014 Academy graduates were assigned.16 See CDM 3-02/010.00.
17 See CDM § 3-01/020.15. This policy, setting forth a 90-day requirement and requiring that theevaluation be conducted by the Unit Commander, was implemented on November 12, 2015. Priorto that date (and since October 15, 2012, in response to the CCJV report), DSTs were subject toCustody Division Directive 12-005, which required the shift sergeant to document an assessment ofthe employee’s performance at the completion of the employee’s six month of assignment.18 See MPP § 3-02/090.07.
19 See CDM § 3-01/020.15; MPP § 3-02/090.10.20 See CDM § 3-01/020.15.
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section.”2’ The unit commander, who typically holds the rank of Captain, makes the final
decision regarding whether or not a DST has passed his or her probation.

ANALYSIS

LASD policy clearly articulates that it is a “fundamental responsibility” of every unit
commander to “establish individual performance objectives” in order to ensure
probationary employees “understand{] and meet the Department’s expectations.”22 The
policy further warns that “[c]onduct that is inconsistent with the high standards
established by this Department will not be tolerated.”23 In an effort to assess the overall
quality of the review process, the DIG analyzed a sample of sixteen personnel files of
DSTs who were participating in the MCJ training program.24 Of the sixteen files reviewed,
ten DSTs had completed their one-year probationary period and six were still on probation
but had completed the sixteen week training program. The OIG’s file review revealed
significant deficiencies in three areas: (1) completeness of documentation; (2) timing of
completion and (3) rigor of trainee evaluation.

A. Documentation in Trainee Files Was Incomplete
and Untimely

1. 90-Day Assessment

As explained above, Department policy requires the unit commander to review a trainee’s
“initial work habits, performance, and training records” within 90-days of their assignment
to the Unit.25 The OIG observed the following:

• 12.5% Missing: Prior to the November 2015 change in the probationary evaluation
policy, the training department drafted a document entitled “Assessment of Training”
to comply with the 6-month mid-probation requirement. Since the policy revision, the
unit commander holds a meeting with each DST which is documented in e-LOTS. Of
the 16 files reviewed, 9 contained “Assessment of Training” memoranda and 5
contained e-LOTs documentation of an “off training” meeting. Two of the 16 files were
missing documentation of any mid-probation evaluation.

21 See CDM § 3-01/020.15. See also MPP § 3-02/090.10 (“All final performance evaluations onprobationary employees must be completed and forwarded to Personnel Administration 30-daysprior to the end of the probationary period.”).
22 MPP § 3-02/090.07.
23 Id.
24 Review and analysis was conducted by Deputy Inspector General Dorsey Kieger-Heine. The DIGgreatly appreciates the forthright and rapid cooperation of the LASD in facilitating this review.25 CDM § 3-01/020.15.
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93% Untimely: Only 1 DST received an assessment within 90-days or six months
(depending on which policy applied) of assignment to Custody. The remaining
assessments were delivered anywhere from 1’/2 to 7 months late or not at all.26

2. One-Year Assessment

Pursuant to LASD policy, 30 days before the end of the probation period the “unit
commander shall conduct an assessment of the employee’s overall career performance”
and forward the final evaluation to Personnel Administration.27 The policy further outlines
the topics to be covered by the written assessment and face-to-face meeting which
include, but are not limited to, training and probationary evaluations.28 The OIG observed
the following:

• 40% Missing: Of the 10 Trainees who had completed their probationary period, 3
had a “Probationary Assessment” in their file. Of those without a written evaluation, 3
had e-LOTS entries documenting a “probationary interview.” Four of the 10 files were
missing documentation of any final probationary evaluation.

• 90% Untimely: Only 1 DST received a Probationary Assessment prior to the
completion of the 1-year probationary period. The remaining assessments took place
anywhere from 11/2 to 5 months after the expiration of probation or not at all.

3. El-Weekly Evaluations

Department policy also requires Training Officers (“TO”) to complete written bi-weekly
evaluations of each DST. 29 The standardized Custody Division Training Manual provides
TOs with a form to fill out for each evaluation which includes 14 different subject areas
with ratings for each from 1 to 430 The OIG observed the following:

• 25% Missing: Bi-weekly evaluations for 4 of 16 deputies were either missing or
incomplete.

• Document Date Anomalies: Anomalies in the dates recorded on the bi-weekly
evaluations raised some concerns regarding their accuracy. For example, on March

26 The memo documenting the one timely Assessment of Training meeting was dated over twomonths after the meeting took place.
27 CDM § 3-01/020.15; MPP § 3-02/090.07.
28

29 See CDM §3-02/010.00.
30 See Appendix A (“Custody Division Standardized Evaluation Form”). The evaluation ratings are:1= Unable to evaluate; 2= Well below the standard; 3= Not yet at standard, but improving; and4=Satisties the standard.
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16, 2016, the DIG reviewed the file of one DST whose 12-week training period was set
to end on April 2, 2016. However, bi-weekly evaluations for the time period from
March 22 through April 2 had already been completed and were signed and dated
March 9, 2016, leading the DIG to infer that the evaluations had been filled out ahead
of time.3’

B. THE MAJORITY OF TRAINEE EVALUATIONS
REVIEWED WERE NOT “MEANINGFUL”

In addition to compliance with the technical aspects of Department policy, “[n]ew deputies
should have a meaningful probationary period during their first twelve months in Custody.
The Department must rigorously assess each new deputy’s abilities and fitness for service
and terminate deputies who cannot meet the requisite standards.”32

There are many reasons why the Department should conduct “meaningful” evaluations of
probationary employees. Effective assessments improve the organization’s productivity,
allow for informed personnel decisions, inform DSTs of what is required to perform their
assigned position and accurately assess the Trainee’s performance.33 These goals can
only be achieved by providing evaluations that identify specific areas for improvement,
develop plans aimed at improving these areas and support the employe&s efforts to
progress.34 Reviews that lack specificity, are not tailored to the individual and do not
provide clear feedback for performance improvement are ineffective and undermine the
over-arching goal of the probationary period, i.e. to identify and weed out deputies who

31 As discussed supra, section III.B.3, this inference was strengthened by the fact that thecomments in each evaluation were essentially identical from week to week, except for changes inratings from 2 progressively to 4.
32 “Report of the Citizens’ Commission on Jail Violence,” September 2012, at 137 (recommendation6.4).

See “Employee Performance Appraisals,” available at
http ://www.inc.com/encyclopedia/employee-performance-apjraisaIs. html. See also “How to MakePerformance Evaluations Meaningful,” Management Education Group Inc., available athttp ://managementeducationgrouj .com!20 1 3/09/how-to-make-performance-evaluations-meaningful%E2%80%8F/#.

See “Employee Performance Appraisals,” available at
http://www.inc.com/encyclopedia/employee-performance-appraisals.html. See also Fagnani,Stephanie, “What are the Characteristics and Components of a Highly Effective PerformanceEvaluation?” Chron., available at httt ://smallbusiness.chron.com/characteristics-componentshighly-effective-performance-evaluation- 10644. html.

See, e.g., Jackson, Eric, “Ten Biggest Mistakes Bosses Make In Performance Reviews,” Forbes,January 9, 2012, available at http://www.forbes.com/sites/ericjackson/2012/01/09/ten-reasons-performance-reviews-are-done-terribly/# 165b99e259c3; Kilponen, Eric, “4 Performance AppraisalMistakes You Might be Making,” Insperity, available at http://www.insperity.com/blog/4-performance-appraisal-mistakes-you-might-be-makinci/; Son, Sabrina, “The 9 CommonPerformance Review Mistakes You’re Probably Doing,” Tiny Pulse, June 17, 2015, available athttps ://www.tinvpuIse.com/bIog/sk-the-9-common-performance-review-mistakes-youre-jrobably-doing.
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cannot meet the “high standards established by the Department” before the strong civil
service protections kick in, making termination significantly more difficult.

None of the written evaluations reviewed by the OIG contained the basic criteria
necessary for an effective assessment of performance and instead consisted of cut and
pasted text which incorporated minimal individualized Trainee information. The
documentation of the in-person meetings was similarly deficient. Not one of the e-LOTS
entries reviewed by the QIG documented an evaluation of the DST’s performance as
required by CDM 53-01/020.15 and instead simply noted that a meeting took place or
described the DST’s experience as a trainee.

1. 90-Day Assessment

The majority of each written “Assessment of Training” reviewed consists of text that is cut
and pasted from one DST to another. The hi-lighted portion of each memorandum in the
image below is text that appears in many or all of the letters.36 The only unique language
in a letter contains the DST’s feedback regarding his or her training officer. The document
contains no evaluation of the deputy’s performance during the training period and does
not reference or incorporate the bi-weekly evaluations.
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2. One-Year Assessment
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The written “Probation Assessment” also appears to be a form letter which consists of cut
and pasted “assessment” language. For example, the observation that the deputy “has at
times appeared to be tentative in his communication with inmates, and his training officer
and supervisors continue to work with him to build confidence in this regard” appears,
essentially identically, in all three letters.37 The only unique data incorporated are
statistics regarding required topics such as the number of inmate complaints,
administrative investigations or civil claims/lawsuits.38 The hi-lighted portion of the
memoranda included below is text that appears in many or all of the letters. In addition
to the identical text, evidence that the “Assessment of the Employee’s Performance” has
been cut and pasted from other letters includes misplaced gender articles and the use of
the name “Deputy Doe” instead of the Deputy’s true name.39 Neither the written
“Probation Assessment” nor the e-LOTS documentation of the “Probationary Interview”
indicates that the deputy has received any individualized feedback that meets the criteria
for a meaningful performance evaluation.
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See Appendix C (“Probationary Assessment” Memoranda, redacted to remove any identifyingpersonal information).
38 CDM § 3-01/020.15.

See Appendix C, at Deputy 2.
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3. El-Weekly Evaluations

Training officers (“TOs”) are required to complete bi-weekly evaluations of each DST. The
lack of individualized and specific feedback present in many of the evaluations reviewed
by the OIG further indicates that probationary evaluations are not meaningful. Concerns
include:

• Comments were very generalized, such as “needs to show improvement” without
giving specific feedback regarding how a DST could improve.

• The comments sections of one set of evaluations were almost entirely blank, except for
occasional comments such as, “needs more paper” when reporting on the DST’s report
writing skills.

• One set was completely blank except for the back-dated dates of each training week
and the names of the DST and Training Officer.

<intentionally left blank>
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• Five sets of evaluations contained strikingly similar comments which appeared to have
been cut and pasted between deputies. Two DST evaluations (excerpt illustrated
below) were exactly the same including identical typographical errors and reference to
the deputies as “Custody Assistants.”4°

Deputy 1 r

‘z$.

‘i.. .

—

4

40 See Appendix D (Excerpt from “Custody Division Standardized Evaluation Form” for Deputies 1 &2, redacted to remove any identifying personal information).
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A third trainee’s evaluation, shown in the excerpt below, contained almost identical
comments week to week, with only the rating changing as he progressed through
training from 2 (well below the standard) to 4 (satisfies the standard).4’

Weeks 1 & 2 Weeks 11 & 12

17 I *SW.Crl 1. i.I. .dWfl%g
o._. — —p. 2.I •lI•
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2224, ‘4% .4 ,12f*S.,’ ‘.“r W*b*4qb I
4I

2._*_I_,___
!rImmmD,e.r,

__________________________
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4. Trainees Are Not Individually Supervised for Two-Thirds of
their Probation

For the remaining eight months after removal from training status, each DST reports to a
“floor supervisor” who manages up to 30 deputies at a time and may change depending
on staffing needs. Since each DST is not assigned one supervisor who is held accountable
for assessing him or her over the course of the year, there is a large gap of information
regarding a DST’s performance during the majority of his or her probation. Even if
trainees were receiving twelve weeks of comprehensive bi-weekly evaluations from their
TOs, this lack of insight into a DSTs performance during the entire probationary period
undermines the ability to rigorously evaluate each trainee.

41 See Appendix E (Excerpt from “Custody Division Standardized Evaluation Form” for Deputy 3,redacted to remove any identifying personal information. Compare Weeks 1 & 2 to Weeks 11 &12.).

—

12



Office of Inspector General

C. LOW PERFORMING TRAINEES ARE NOT RELEASED

One of the sixteen files reviewed by the OIG contained detailed and individualized
evaluations of the DST. Two weeks into the training program, the Training Officer (“TO”)
wrote that the deputy is “not comprehending the importance of having knowledge of
department policy and unit orders. I have talked to him multiple times regarding this and
it seems he is not taking me seriously.” A week later, the TO wrote that the deputy
“continues to display a negative attitude and does not seem interested in
experiencing/learning new things.” After consistently concerned reviews, the Department
assigned the DST to a second TO and then, when the trainee failed to improve, to a third.
Six months into the DST’s probation year, his third TO wrote a memorandum stating that
the trainee was “not taking his position here at Men’s Central Jail as a Deputy Sheriff
seriously” and that his “integrity is a major concern not only in his role as a Deputy Sheriff
but also for the safety of his partners.” The TO further explained that he was “extremely
concerned” for the DST’s “well-being as a Deputy Sheriff when it is clear he does not know
department policy or standard operating procedures.”

Instead of creating a detailed performance improvement plan that established “individual
performance objectives” to ensure he understood and met the Department’s
expectations42 or risked termination, the Department assigned him to a fourth TO in a
different section of the jail who was able to guide him through the training program by his10th month of probation. The trainee’s “Assessment of Training” makes no mention of the
concerns expressed by three out of four training officers and instead, consistent with the
form letter, notes that, “We discussed his experiences during training and I was told that
there were no issues that occurred that needed to be addressed.” The Deputy then
completed his probationary period two months later without receiving a 1-year
Probationary Assessment. Although the Deputy was able to finish his training program
under his fourth TO’s close supervision, it is difficult to imagine how he will be able to
meet the high standards of the Department as he progresses his career. Even though this
DST received rigorous evaluations over the course of his probation that revealed the
significant likelihood that he was not a fit for the position of Deputy Sheriff, the
Department nonetheless failed to take advantage of the opportunity to release a low-
performing employee before he obtained the substantial rights provided by civil service
protection.

RECOMMENDATIONS

• Revise Policies Governing the Probationary Period: The current policies are
vague or silent on a number of important issues that, if clarified, would increase the
likelihood that a DST will receive a “meaningful” assessment.

42 See MPP § 3-02/090.07.
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1. Define “Meaningful”: Department policy should require a “meaningful” written
evaluation of DSTs during their probationary period and set forth a clear definition
of that term.

2. Identify Competencies: The Department should identify specific competencies
that align with the job description of a Deputy Sheriff (such as honesty, integrity,
decision-making skills) which it uses to evaluate the DSTs with specific and
measurable benchmarks.

3. Clarify e-LOTS Requirements: The Department should clarify the requirement
for data entry in e-LOTS. The entries reviewed by the DIG consist of either a
notation that a probationary meeting took place or a few sentences regarding the
DST’s experience as a trainee. Such sparse documentation provides no record of
whether the DST was evaluated against any of the topics listed in the policy. The
Department should also require a complete written assessment of the DST which
may be included in e-LOTS or the paper file.

• Dedicated TO for Probationary Year: As discussed above, each DST has no
dedicated supervisor for up to two-thirds of his or her probationary period. In the best
of circumstances, this makes it difficult to provide a thorough and thoughtful
evaluation of a deputy’s strengths and growth areas. DSTs should be assigned a TO
for the entire year who is held accountable for providing a meaningful evaluation of the
trainee. In contrast to field training officers, who supervise new patrol deputies during
their probationary period, custody training officers are not paid any additional salary
for their training responsibilities. This should change and custody TOs should be
compensated for their work.

• Release of Low-Performing DSTs: Even if a low-performing trainee is identified,
such as the individual discussed above, the Department’s reluctance to take action is
illustrated by the statistics. Of the 334 DSTs who graduated from the Academy in
2014, not one was released for performance-related reasons.43 The Department
should take advantage of the opportunity to identify and dismiss employees who
consistently do not display aptitude for the position and ensure that its policy clearly
expresses this possibility.

• Commander Approval: Department policy allows the Unit Commander, who is
typically a Captain, to approve each DST’s passage off of probation. It is unclear why
such an important decision as allowing a deputy sheriff permanent employee status is
not escalated higher up the chain of command.44 Commander-level approval is

‘ Seventeen of the 334 DSTs did leave the department during their probationary year for thefollowing reasons: 11 for outside non-county employment, 2 due to criminal misconduct, 1 forpersonal reasons, 2 for medical reasons and 1 moved out of state.
The policy does require that the concerned division chief review the probationary status of anemployee who is under an administrative or criminal investigation. However, this level of review isnot required of a poorly performing DST.
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standard for the Department. For example, any allegation of force by a Deputy Sheriff
— including the lowest level of non-injury force such as a control hold — must be
reviewed and approved by a Commander. In order to ensure that probationary
employees are being rigorously evaluated, the Department should require that a
Commander review a DST’s final evaluation and affirmatively approve that the deputy
has passed his or her probationary period at least 30-days prior to the end of the year
in order ensure there is time to release the DST if necessary.

CONCLUSION

Deputy Sheriffs play a central role in the County’s law enforcement system. In light of the
wide discretion and powers given to deputies to carry out their responsibilities, the Los
Angeles Sheriff’s Department has a heightened duty to ensure that it hires and retains
only qualified individuals. In order to have any chance of identifying unqualified trainees,
the Department must provide each DST with a meaningful probationary performance
evaluation. A DST who shows on-going signs of sub-par performance during probation —

the time period that he or she has the most incentive to meet expectations — should be
released during the window of opportunity to do so before the significant civil service
protections kick in making termination for low-performance almost impossible. This
practice would be consistent with the Department’s own policy not to “tolerate” conduct
that is “inconsistent with [its) high standards.”

,1
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1 2 3 4 Aphctiori tr &tias. Poslti nd prcif.sinai atJide, dernonstrai in tii’ant nma’ ierat1or,

4)mrrIfl::

of the folkIn must Le med toth clant thatcrn1pebrbt QrTrlaflGe i schitd:

rtriypp4catie tatjt

G2S9 law Eifld cYmn& rcjr.c1ut

Dipartm.3nt piicy procdur.

Dearnti t rirue

Fcihty / 1] r it OrdE and FCed1#

Recun-nt briefings

Title X1 Statu1

PEoRT WRITING
1 234 All ttns and rep’t ijsd by Custody Division mis bB teieticpTeted in tirn9ly monr. naiie-nt with th mpiexI[y I the task.
Comments:..

V

(
- Pag33

1c!QWL.EDGE

12 4

12 4

i24

(
1 234

1234

I 24
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REPORT WRcFINORGANIzATIpNjPETA1LnHORQUpHr4Ss

0
1 234 Repoils nritten must ccjribin pmpey sequec:Rd &stemens,

cbsrvatioris and adion $uc’i reports shsV oint&n aequste detail toecciJr1t&y dascribe the original awsxit actlcns taken, an decisions mede,

REPORT WRmt4e43RMMAR%pELLINGJNE4TNEss
1234 Reporzs mvstbe neal and legibt&.ith minimal speilln, pun1uaffon

ond grammatical errors.

t.w,aIIIIIo,____________________________________________________________________________________

flEFGRMAND

1 234 lbs. ability to atses aituation5 ac>zirata[y and to take apprcpriae actions.

Comment:,_

_____________________________________________________

$ELF-[NrnATED ACTiVITY
1 234 Theabitlyto recognize. and invasti9alesuspiciouscruRusual-acts’ity, end tkaappropriate action.

II I tL.

OFFICER SAPEJY
1 2 34 ‘the ability to ©ntrol persons and situaaona, while niirimizing dartge roSelf arid ethers.

1 23 4 The abitib, to control priacners and suspec&

1 23 4 The proper kncvdedge or the use oF forxi ntut ha demonstratad

U

_____

- Page34
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1 234 The propet Jse of safety equipment (t1a5hUhL, at.- packs. hdndcuffs, etc.)

Comrnant-9;

___________ __________________________________________

U,I47P0 11S H IRS

I 234 Sofiawior That Is corástant with DepaTLment pc Icy in cIeaIhu with pears,
aupenibcs, ani the publJc.

Damn arbtS

DEALING Wi INIAJ

1 234 The ability tn interact cjrñderiUy ‘,cjlh inmates while mainta]nbl9 officer
satfl

1 2 4 The abtflyto understand and recognize prc’b1HrrI.s regerii.ng inn-ale care,C COFUIGCI safety and special ctstodtal proIems (uicida1, spectal handling,cwswcrThy, etc.)

Cnmments:

_____________________________________

-

JUSTICE OATh 5YSThM KNQWLEPGE
I 234 Security of Justte Dale Sierri.

1 2 4 Execu1ci al menus, funcUons arid tmnsacUur.

1 2 34 Functicns ci keys on ke’jbrwd.

1 2 4 Prnle funcbons and operaion.

Commerital

________ _____________________________________

C—.
Page3S
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C
ADAPTABILITY
1234

1234

1234

1234

PBJfcmnG Ir di’J ituatnn

Pormar in emern itiaon.

Parfcirmani With miniinil IsisnEfr.

biIiv ta falbN Ifln:bcJflE.

TRAI?3KG OEFtCE’S COMMENTS & RECOMMENIAT1O1JS:

TRAIM1G DPLJY;_____

TRMMEE$ COMMENTS AJD RSCOtJ1MEMDATIJS:

C

TRAiN EE

MEASLIRES TAKEN Y TRAJJbThZG OEflCFP TO CORRECT OEFICIEMCIES(Must llItad wj for ara recivi9 a 2 ttIn)

Page 36
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G:*,’tPI.%

COLENTYOt LC AN3ELS

SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT
‘A Itition c eMve’

tATE: rnb& 9. 20Pii.C NO.tESP

EROE:1’

CAP1JNMEN’S CN1 FL JAIL

SUBJEtT’ ASSESSMENT OF TRAiNING-DEPUTY

On Oymber 9.2015, 1 t with Deputy — n’i Ui:’.iSedhis rrforn1itne during the train’n ptcgtatr’. epUty — e’nf’SixteEn wk ptogrm or June 14, 2015, WhU on trariin’j. Deputysigned to the O0O fbor. The Iinir.q officer ssigned to DpuDput

W icued hi xp€nnce.r during training and vas told ti’r there WCttisties that ocuned Mat reded t be adcJtssd. D9pul saic1 theriniri prugrani was “a Iiming exp8rfenct.’ He said Depu was iethelpfui, ari4 a1ws available when needed.

I cev1ciwd his rinIn bak whkTh canta!ned weeMy evaiuaion ol hpot o’mane and arnples of his ,vor pmducL 1fund e.ter,jthing inained in ikietrinng to be in order and comp•to to the standards ;et forth by the MmCentral Ja1 train3nj staff.

RCOMtt END ATJON

A of Ju”e 14, 201 &, )eputy wii be removed from Trining tatuallowed to WOrI th line at Men’s Central Jail, DepuW — s edvis thedunni his pr oar pedod, his perornwe wUl b njonitotei by fits thiftVdtch Comniander, who will be timd at fr dato.

]w
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OUP,TY OF 1,05 AUGELE5

SHERiFF’S DEPARTMENTA Tti’tloii of Sric”
)A1E. 31
FiLE 1;

FROq1
TO:

GAP AJNI6N5 CEN1RL JAIL

SUBJECT: AS5ESMEJT OF IRMMNGDEPUTY

On July 6,2015,1 st with Deputyl Jand dcijssa’ htpedormnco during the tredning pcrarn. C
— omplteii Vie steenwook program i Mrth f, 2U5 WHk cn tr1ning,

-
—

— wass&gneei to wcrk on the 2OcO and OO0 flat, 1Th tcaii1ng offcsneitDejut were Deputy
— and Deputy

We scus’td hs xp2tlences dunri lrlriii aiid I wtold that thra were nisue that occtrd that tieedecf t b iddrased. I relewecI hs t?ninq toowhich oontained eek!y ea[uations of his pe iwic and smrie of his wcckprathrt I ‘ind eir4Iiin ccntaind in êhe tmiing to bu In order rn1mpttd tu the s ncl-rd tkrth by the ffns Ontrl Jai’ training s13tf.
RECO11MENDATON

It was reconimened by
— ti

Deputy
— be r€mova trom fraL,g status as ct March 1, 2Q15. I corr

with hr tecammendtiori arid sppnivn th3t DRptrty
— b rernoveCI trtirnTrair1r status’ aiU Uowed tv korR th line at len’s Cntr JL Dutywe adVIsed that ditinQ hi prcbationar’ pevIod, his peiorrranza ill be

moniturd by te sMtWatcl Commander, who viIl tie nam& at a lator date.

Appendix B, Page 3



-:i F. t

COUNTY OF OS AIiGL

SHERIFFS DEPARTMENT
A IMlilicin o( Snc€”

PATE JuIf,2[j1’
FILE 1O

FROM:
IC: CAPTAIN

_____________________________________

MEN CENTRAL JAIL

SUBJECT: ASESSMNT OF TRA1NNQ-DEPUTY

O:Ju1vrç2O35.satwth Cepcity( — disci&1hispe(ormrc rit treining pcrrn. Lpiityi [.ornpleted sixnweek progm an Mernh t, 2I1S. WhiI on tra’n’ng. Drputy was assignedto te 2D0C. 2000, nr 4O(X fiDots. The trinl?offi:er assigned ft DeputyW5 CuS)cy Asistnt

We discussed nis oncs during trinng and I ws tofu that there were noi’ssus that occ*rrcd that needed tu t addtseed t riewd ht traitIrn bookwhich cc’italn wkIy e&uatIons of tis p.rformance and samples o hi irkproduct. I tound hinQ contand i ‘ie training book to b in order endcEmçIetd ft :e stsndare 5et ftrth by th MenE C6ttr& JaIl tre.ininq Staff
RECOMMENDATION

!i I’h5 rcOni eid h
tlatDeputy be remnove tmcrn rainirg a[0i a ofar 1, 2015. t concurih the recommend tins of C)eputyand Custody Assnt —

— amdpprave iht Dptty — he removed ftoni Training status” nd aUwed toVGF the line at Mers GentrI Jail Deputy — was aditsd ti’t during hispobationary penod, hIs perfvmienc wiI be mQnltuec by the Ai hrft WatchCarnnaoder, who t’UI be named t a later date
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COUNTY OF I.O ANGELES

SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT
“A Ir3diTl rf Styvi’

1E C.uanD ,

FP.E ND

FROM
TO.

- APTANMEN’S CNTRAt. iL

SUBJECT: ASSESME}T OF tRAiNIG.DEPU1Y

Oi•:ernbr2,2015 sat with Deputy
—dscusseU h[ pertorman during li 1rL’in ny program Depityixm eted th slxten welc proram on Jur 14, 2015. Whll on ra cng Uputyas assigned wrk onth 2OtO 1oo. Th trnh3 f1ftc r,ed toDeputy was Deut

We diousse his xprfns duriri- ninq nd w tId that -ier were ncisueS that occurred that iieed ta be addtessd, Deputyietned ot k291 Deputy — if1 asInad to 2E(). Dputythe fast pace of the per-iios fm him to quickly learn required tiksHe cornninded Oputy — on his protionallsm arid knotedge.
I reviewed lis 1.vairJng book whIDh c’ntafried weekly e’uatian of hiprforti7ne and smpi of his psnduL I found verytoing conlakied in thec to be in rUer aiid cnmpIetrj o the nrds ettrh by th MenCe,trl J& ttlnlng tft

RECOMMENDATtDN

It was rocomrnnded by
thatDputy_ barer

ei4,.vi- lccncurvith her reconirnendticn and apjiroe thel Depuol e removed frcrnTraining stu’ nd to worl the line at Mar15 ( . JaiL Deputywa edvisad t-at durln his pmbUony perd, his peiformance wtIi bernonttord bth shift Watci Comrnridr, who wiiI bo ‘arnad at a Itor1at.
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;- ce

COUWIYUFLOSNGELE

SHER(FFtS DEPARTMENT
A Iradtin of rice’

DAlE nwy 29 2G
F Li N0O[fCE CORESPQjDEd

To CPTAN
MEr1S CENTRAL JAIL

SUEiECT: ASSESSMENT O& TIAiNING-DEPUW —

1 1
Or Noviriber22, 2014, 1 st with Dcputy an diruher perfrmanc. dunn thu tr&ning rorarii eputy

— ompItocl the twelvetrrntrj progt8cn cn Nov&nibe 2I, 2(114, Whiiu cn trinIn, Oeputyws I(1nedto the 200’3 fbor at Mns Cntcat JaiL ThQ ainin oltfcor assigredto Deputy — w D€pUty

cic.tssd her expetiercee dunn trrnirj and I was ioU that there wee (Kissues that ocurrl tha: needed Ic’ be adi3ressed, rcvtEd hrtrjriin hcy.kvihkh ontined v&eklv evIutIuns o her pcttoniiance n7 amp.ies of lr wr4prdur;t, I fc’uc everthin ctitnod in the tr&rn book t b In ottigr andr,rrpleted t the stasidat$s et forth by th Mens Centxt Jail ir.1niti ttf.
RECOMMENDA11ON

I jecmmEcj Lha as ot November 24, 2(114, Dptrty be rmDvtd fromYraiiing tatu and alIwed t work cn li line at Men CentrM Jail. D’jI’ herprobtionrV penod, Deputy p&forrnanc Y.itI be ri nItote’ Liy th Ashift Watch Cornln1nd9r, who will be nan,ed t e i1er
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“::

OUT1 OF LOS ANGELES

SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT
A Tradltt rif Servic&

OATE. Ocrnb . 2015
FtLE NO:OFFiCE CQRSPONDENçE

FROM’ ro pyjj
ME.VS CENTRAL JAIL

SUBJECT: ASSESSMENT OF TRAINiNG-DEPUTY

On Deembt 3, 2b1 , I sat with D -

__________ ______

discus lls pe iacic dirln The tral program. UepuyIçpIeced tt rten week prorrn on tt.arth 1, 2015. Whe on training, Dutywas asiriad to work n the 2D0C fio and 3IJiX) floors. The trainingoff cot ass1ned to Depty was Deputy

WE discuss.ed h expr[ences during tinlnQ and wa told that thr were nossus hat occurred that needed to be add resse. Deputy —— aid Dopuyvery helpful ad resurtefu1. tie saRI he lea rnd the daily inodv leoperations very quickly He ccn,mended fleptV knowlde of thefacI1ty. He said bacuse of Deputy vast xperenoc, Ii teemed rnuhabout the tacifles operation tn a vety short tiia,

I revl.wed his fraIflln bck w3-ioh ccr;tined weekly eva’uations of hspaifarmane wad sampIe o hl work product, I (und verythin confained in therinIng book to be it or.Jer and mplsteci to the tanaa set fot,h by the Mn’sCntrl Jail traininq Et3ff,

RECOMMENtXtION

As of March 1. 2015, f)eputy ‘MIt be emo’d from 7rainitig t[us andJtowd to rk tho line at Men’s Cn[ra J&L Deputy
-- w advised thatduring his probatIoriay period, hj performance wIll be morttore1 by lie iftWetch Commander, who will be narnd at a later date.
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p

COUNtY OF 1O AflGELES

SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT
‘A Ttdiion of Sft1e

(‘ATE cis
fEUOFFIPj3NEt4GE

TO; CAPTAIN
MEN’S OENTPJ’& JAIL

TRAINING- 11TY

Dii December 2, 2015, I s with DepLi_ Jrd discussedhis per1ominue during th training prrm
-

________

omplited the:<n week program on Ocbber 1, 2015. WNIe or trln1ni, Deputywa assigned to work on the 2000 floor. The tr&n oTicer ass!jri to Deputywa Deputy

Because of his slow prorss during train 1n2, Doputy
— training ericdWaS tCf&d This W5 done In n effoft th help him progre5 in hiF. lrning o hecouI meet thc minimum requirements et b? the Dsprtment

We d ciised his xperIerces dirIr training and I was Loki that there wero nuissues th occurted that reded to bo idcesed Deputy s?d Deputyvas very tncwlocIesbte and made him febi like part of tean. Heamnmended and pprela1ed deputy forh professnajisri,, ndleadership. Oaputy credited Deputy krolede end teachinqabllily as beln the reason te ws able tm c.omplGte the trainln program
RECOMMENDATION

As f Jun€ 14, 20’15, Deputy IiI be removed from “tralnit sttus’ andaflowel to i.ork the The at Mn’ Central Jail, Deputy
— was advised thatduring his probationary period, his pettormance will be mnnttored by the shiftWatch Commandar, who will be named at a later date.

EUBJECT ASSESSMENT O
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N.2P: t!i

COUNTY OF LOS 4NGEL!S

SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT
A Tr uorl of Servicer

DPTh Dernbi12G1
FILE N!]OFFICE ORRESPON1JENCE

TO. — CAPTAIN
tN C[NTML JPU_

y

On December 11, 2G1 5, I t wltIi Deputy I anddcsed hi. efomiance duiing the liin]ng prrrn Deputywrnpleted the sixteri wee< progrsrn on June 14, White on trennq, Deputywesastqned to work the 3tj00 floor. Th training ofiicr assigndto Deputy was Depu(

WdIcusd his experiences dunngUahIrg and stotdthsttherwere ntjsues that ourred that needel to b add rsod Daputy said hewa very busy during train n9, but teacncd so much from his traIrin officerthose who viotkci around hfm,

I re’:ie,’i hs ttairllnQ bcck wthich cntirid we&dy aluotions rjf hisperformance arid sampla of hi work çtodud I foind everything nanei ii tttrn1n bDo to be in crder tid mpiete to the st fDrth by the MnsL.eItr Jail Iraining sttf,

RCOMtAENDATION

As at Ju’ie 14, W15, Depsty — as removci ttDm ‘Ttainin tatusat &iowc4 to work the line at Men’s CentrI JL DepUty waadvised that diring his probatkwaiy period, his peforrnEin.e wilt b€ nicjnitored bythe s’nift Watch Commndr, wtm iMJt be tamed at a later date,

S’JJEcT: ASSES St1C NT OF IEAININ c-DEPUT
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7Au:4

COUrLTYOFLOB4NGLtS

SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT
4 TtdftIon of Servft

Oi’E. JLIt6,1:15
FILF NO,cFIQECE

FROM;
TO: CAPTAINMNS CENTRAL ]AC

UJECT: ASSSMFt1T OF TRAINNG-DEPUTY —

On iuI , 201 , I at with Dep.ity I — jd disrusstcI hispailorrnance Ubrir7 the 1-’’ - in. C , jmpiered tI-c iieenwe& proraiii on t’1ati’h t ,Th, Whe on tttilng. Deputy ws asgr.’ocJ to- ‘), 3000, 4000 aiU C0oo Th Laining cTIfce sgd iC’jody ssitant and Deputy

Wc dIct,ssd h expeinies during trainng and wa told haL there cre nisies that ccutre that nedd tc be addressed. I reeiwed his trnIr.j bookNch ntainad ukIy eJuatins of his pr1orrnn and sampIe of h workpoduc1 I found erythin Contained In the ttaIrimn bo’k to be in orie andcompleted to the sdad set forth by the Mens CentrI JiI aIn1ng taf
RECOMMNDA11ON

it vas tcon ieadd by
- atDeputy be r.irnova1rotn 1 rann tatu aciMarch 1, 2)!. nctjrwith her raccmmndation and app rovi that puty

— he iomo’ied frarnT’ainin9 etatus and aIbeJ Lu wurt the ilne at tns iDenttal J1 DeputyW3 tt that during his pmhtionar’ period hs pa rnrn wI1 be montcrdLy ie shift Watch Cc?rr1n1andr, who wliI be rianied at Later date

I
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DEPUTY 1
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COUNTY OF LOS AMGEIES

SHERTEF’S DEPARTMENT
“A TraditIon ol StMcg

CTt. 11/1212015
LE NOORPC

FRQM: —

——

ICAPTAINMENS CENTR’& JAIL
ICAPTAIN
JAIL

SUFUECT: PROBATIONARY ASSSMENT

Dudng this review period. Deputy has been assigned toMen’s C€ntral Jail since June 14, 2015. His Personnel Performance Index 4PPI)indicatas no Inmate Complaints, no Use of for incidents, and no FugralCounseling session.

ASSESSMENT OF EPLOYE!’S PERFORflANCE
Dsputjis cuimntiv assigned to Mens Central Jail, where he is vewed y hissuperlsors and peers as mpeWnt He rrn1cs well will i his feHow deputies andcustody assistants and IS proving to be an eftettiva team playat He has beenopen to construcba ciiticIsrn froti both supen’isos and peers.
Deputydksplays competent report writino and ra&o communicsiion skills forthis staqe hi his career, He has at timea appeared to be. tentative in hercottinunlc.ation with inmates, and her training officer an supaMsors continue towork with him to build confidence in tils regard. He has not shown any tendencyto use inappropnate loft-c rv demonstrated a tack of und standir of TheE)epartments Mission and Core values with respect to the treatment ci lnrnae&

IN MATh COMPLAINTS

None.

ADMINISTRAtIVE IWESnOATIONS
Non
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CIVIL CLAIMS 1 LAWSUITS

None

ON DUTY I OFF ULW CONDUCT

None

WATCH COMMANDER SEqCE COMMENT REPORTS
None

TRAINING EVALUATION

comnpIeed The reuIrd tweIv week Custcx
-

Trinirio nmitRm Hi rinh’iipcket Was rvtüvd nd pproQeci bt

USE OF FORCE INCIENTS

None,

ALLEGATIONS OF FOFCE NCIDENTS

None.

FORMAL COUSEUtG SESSIONS

None

ATTENtANC E

OepLJt
— attendance reix,rd is atisfcory.

RECOMMENDATiON

I recnmrned Deputvcnritlnue h&her probtknary period.
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DEPUWZ
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.‘SIEI IZnI4’tJ3

CQUI’TY OF LOS ANOCLES

SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT
A Tradilbn a SeMce”

GATE; Na’sErcbe.r iS, 2015
Fl_ENC

FROM;
, CAPTAINMEN’S CENTRAL JAIL

GAPTA!N
L JAtL

SQbJEGT: PROBATIONARY ASSESSMENT

Ouhn9 tiIs relew period, Deputy — has been assigned toMen’s Central Jail sncs August ie 2015. His Personnel Peiorwnce lndsx(PPI)inclbtes ro inmate Complaints, One Use of force inc[dBfbt, and no FormalCouneDng session,

ASSESSMENIT OF EMPLOYEE!S PERFORMANCE

Deputy is crrenUy assigned to tuie 9000 floor as a PPDW1Cr, where he isviewed by his sur*ntisors and peers as a hard worcin member of the Learn. Heworks well with his fa.Iow deputies and custody assistants and is proving to be aneffective team olayer. Ho has bean open th constwc1ss criticism 1mm bothaupeMsors and peers.

Deputy displays nipetent report writir and radio (vmmunlCatia skillsfor this stage ii his career. He has at times never appeared to be tonlative in hiscommunication with inmates, and his tna!nhg officar and supeMr continue tOvork with Nm to build iits aonüdsnce He has not shown any tendency to useinappropriate force ror demonstated a lack of understanding or he Deparfrne itsMission and Gore values with respect to the treatment of inmates
INMATE COMPLAINTS

None.

ADMINISTRATIVE INVESTIGATIONS

None
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CWIL CLAIMS I LAWSUITS

O1 DUTY 10FF DUTY CONDUCt

NO ic

WATCH COMMANDER SEVtC COMMENT REPORTS

TRAINING EVALUATtQ1

Deputy
— ts suec iy cern?Ited th required (weIwt week CuudyDhfn Ir’-th prrn, His tri pcketw and appmvEd by’

USE OF FORCE tNCIDENTS

Duty Uce ha5 eii irtvtved In in Us€ of Force indnt during tiis revigwpenc. Th ncióerit wa di ‘tcd by the Tror erpeait.
The fcir ernpkiyd dunn the incidmw trninU t be teaonbI andwhin Dpartrnent poIic. DpiLy

— d rct dispy a p?tlem cf fri r‘ct-iIbit arw behaikws yr.ut%vrrius Wh unuthErzed foice.
AlLEGATiONS OF FORCE NCIDENTS

Nune

FORMAL COUSELING SESSIONS

None,

ATTENDANCE

Dput ttrdrc record is tisfactoy.

RECO?MNDAT1ON

I recommend Deputy — c’ntin1e his probalioaary pod
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DEPUTY 3
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£OU1TY OP LOS At4GELEE

SHERWPS DEPARTMENT
A T7aHur f &eMc?

EFICE COPRESPIDNcE

tLTE Nbcr12, 2015;:lLh NC.

Dudnç ;hi r’iiew ptiud, Deputy
— hs bera3.9flEd o M’ Cntr2 Jtsinca August 1, 2014. tle PrnneI PerfrrnnceIn(i (PPfl inIates (1) Irmc C.inip1an, 3) Use oUotce nddents 2nd noFn’rn2I CoitneIing ion

A$ESSEN T OF E MFLOVE S PERFORMANCE

DEJpL1t - ruimitIy assned toth 4COO floor, whro ivIewed by her upe!VlsOr5 arid peers as a hard w rrI mniber of the floor. She\vork$ wel with her teUrw titjs an cusodv assIant and is proving o be nsttective team player Dcputy i en open to cofticr.’ocd?icisrri from both supniisor and peers.

Deputy — displays competeAt report writing arid radiocornrnunlcatkn s)))i$ forths stage ta her craer. She fa t tirns appeared 1 oetwi.at1ve In her mrnurucatcn will’: Inmates, and hr training officer aridsuprrviors continue t work with hei to bIId can dei€ in this rari Sh hanot shown any tendency to ue inappropnate forte no’ demcjntrted a Iaic ounderstaniirn of th D rtmnts Mission end Core vaIu witi rasped to thetreatrmnt of rnrnate,

lJJE:I: PROBAPONARY ASSESSMENT

- CAFTAN

MEI. _. ..i. JAIL

INMATE COMPLAINTS
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ADMINiSTRATiVE INVSIIGATI0NS

None

CIVIL CLAIMS I LAWSUITS

None

ON DUlY I OFF DUTY CONDUCT

WATCH COMIiI1ANDER SEVCE COMMENT REPORtS

TRAINING EVALUA’flC

t)Bpuy — crsstutIy cornptetec th rejiied twiv we&CusWdy fl
approved byl

U OF FORCE NCIiENIS

E}putv hs been n’oied in thr% Use of Fcr Itt enlsdurIn this rvli perkd None of these incint5 were dtrect’J ythe tlccrSee-arit avJ the oth& w In1ated du to a mbative inmate.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

411F00”

JIM MCDONNELL, SHERIFF

May 16, 2016

Max Huntsman, Inspector General
Los Angeles County Office of Inspector General
312 South Hill Street, 3’’ Floor
Los Angeles, California 90013

Dear Mr. Huntsman:

RESPONSE TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL DRAFT
REPORT: ANALYSIS OF THE DEPUTY SHERIFF TRAINEE PROBATIONARY PERIOD

Attached is the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department’s (Department) response to
the Los Angeles County Office of Inspector General (OIG) Draft Report, Analysis of the
Deputy Sheriff Trainee ProbationaryPerlod. The OIG report analyzes the Citizens’
Commission on Jail Violence (CCJV) recommendation 6.4, which states, “There
should be a meaningful probationary period for new deputies in custody.” This
analysis included a review of the deputy sheriff trainee probationary process
evaluating training, supervision, and documentation.

The effort and dedication made by members of the OIG to execute this analysis is
greatly appreciated by the Department. The Department values and appreciates the
comments relating to the deputy sheriff trainee probationary process and will
continually strive to meet and/or exceed the recommendations of this report and
those of the Citizens’ Commission on Jail Violence.

The Audit and Accountability Bureau has the responsibility to monitor and document
Department responses related to this analysis. Should you have any questions
regarding this Department response, please contact Captain Steven Gross at
(323) 307-8302.

JIjtMcDONNELL
“—IERIFF

211 WEST Thiiu STREET, Los ANGELES, Coi90012

1 ?aam / /L1;;’
,V1We I&50 —‘



Mr. Huntsman -2- May 16, 2016

JM:SEG:faa
(Audit and Accountability Bureau)

Attachment

C: Neal B. Tyler, Executive Officer
Richard J. Barrantes, Assistant Sheriff
Kelly L. Harrington, Assistant Sheriff
Todd S. Rogers, Assistant Sheriff
Jacques A. LaBerge, Acting Assistant Sheriff
David L. Fender, Chief, Custody Services Division, Specialized Programs
Eric G. Parra, Chief, Custody Services Division, General Population
Daniel J. Dyer, Commander, Custody Services Administration Control
Michael J. Parker, Commander, Personnel and Training Command
David A. Walters, Commander, Audit and Accountability Command
Steven E. Gross, Captain, A/LB
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Quitman V. Carter, Lieutenant, Advocacy Unit
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Diana M. Teran, Constitutional Policing Advisor
Daniel Baker, Chief Deputy, Office of Inspector General (OIG)
Catffleen Beltz, Assistant Inspector General, OIG
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RESPONSE TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
DRAFT REPORT

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES — SHERIFF

SUBJECT: ANALYSIS OF THE DEPUTY SHERIFF TRAINEE PROBATIONARY
PERIOD: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A MEANINGFUL ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY

RECOMMENDATION NO.1: REVISE POLICIES GOVERNING THE PROBATIONARY
PERIOD

The current policies are vague or silent on a number of important issues that, if clarified,
would increase the likelihood that a Deputy Sheriff Trainee (DST) will receive a
meaningfuI” assessment.

a) Define “Meaningful”: Department policy should require a “meaningful” written
evaluation of DSTs during their probationary period and set forth a clear
definition of that term.

b) Identify Competencies: The Department should identify specific competencies
that align with the job description of a Deputy Sheriff (such as honesty, integrity,
decision-making skills) which is used to evaluate the DSTs with specific and
measurable benchmarks.

c) Clarify e-LOTS Requirements: The Department should clarify the requirement
for data entry in e-LOTS. The entries reviewed by the OIG [Office of the
Inspector General] consist of either a notation that a probationary meeting took
place or a few sentences regarding DST’s experience as a trainee. Such sparse
documentation provides no record of whether the DST was evaluated against
any of the topics listed in the policy. The Department should also require a
complete written assessment of the DST which may be included in e-LOTS or
the paper file.

RESPONSE: 1(a)

The Department concurs with the recommendation. The term “meaningful” was first used
by the Citizens’ Commission on Jail Violence (CCJV) in recommendation 6.4 which stated
“There should be a meaningful probationary period for new deputies in custody.” Because
“meaningful” is subjective, it has been interpreted by custody administration, in the context
of the OIG recommendation, to mean that the evaluations should be accurate, timely, and
individually tailored to the performance of the trainee being evaluated.

Based upon the sample evaluations collected by OIG, it is clear that the documentation in
the bi-weekly trainee evaluations is sub-standard. In order to educate training officers on
the importance of completing accurate, timely, and individually tailored evaluations of their
trainees, an informational bulletin will be drafted, which will provide cleat examples of
acceptable and unacceptable evaluation narratives.
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Custody administration will work with Custody Training and Standards Bureau (CTSB) to
develop a two-hour Intensified Format Training (IFT) course, which will focus on how to
develop detailed and timely training evaluations. This course outline will be provided by
CTSB personnel and instruction will be provided by Custody Training staff at each
individual facility.

To address the policy deficiency regarding the narratives, Custody Division Manual (CDM)
Section 3-02/010.00 “Standardized Orientation and Training Program” will be revised to
require training officers to prepare detailed and timely evaluations of their trainees.

The facility training sergeant will be required to review each evaluation received by the
training office to ensure that evaluations are complete, detailed, and relevant to the
trainee’s performance. Generalized statements or template trainee evaluations will not be
accepted. Facility training staff will be required to check all training materials submitted for
completeness and accuracy, prior to filing them in the trainee’s packet. The facility training
lieutenant will be required to ensure training evaluations are submitted by the training
officers to the training office bi-weekly, and approved in a timely manner.

RESPONSE: 1(b)

The Department concurs with the recommendation. The current evaluation forms used by
training officers were last revised in 1996. The criteria currently evaluated through the
custody training evaluations are the following:

• Uniform Appearance
• Attitude
• Job Interest
• Knowledge
• Report Writing
• Officer Safety
• Investigative Skills
• Communication Skills
• Evidence
• Common Sense and Judgement
• Relationships
• Dealing With Inmates

These forms will be revised to modernize the terminology and to better reflect the current
focus and needs of custody and the Department.
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RESPONSE: 1(c)

The Department concurs with this recommendation. Currently, the 90-day unit
commander’s assessment of the trainee’s performance is tracked in e-LOTS, but there is
some confusion as to the amount of information that needs to be entered. Since e-LOTS
was designed as a tracking device for administrative paperwork, it is not suited to handle
detailed entries of employee performance.

CDM Section 3-011020,15 “Probationary Period for Custody Personnel” will be revised to
clarify that the documentation of the date and time of the unit commander’s interview with
the probationary employee will be tracked in e-LOTS; however, the unit commander’s
assessment will be typed, printed, and placed in the employee’s personnel file. Custody
Administration is researching the creation of a form for the purpose of standardizing the unit
commander’s assessment to include the requirements of the Probationary Period for
Custody Personnel policy.

When deputies graduate from the academy, they are immediately transferred to the
custody facility they have been assigned to (on paper), but must first attend six weeks of
additional, custody specific, training called Jail Operations. Previously, this training was
only two weeks in length. As this additional training now amounts to half of the required 90-
day evaluation period mandated by policy. Custody Support Services fCSS) is working with
Field Operations Support Services (FOSS) to revise both the CDM and Manual of Policy
and Procedures (MPP) to change the timeframe for the mandatory assessment from 90
days to six months. This amount of time will provide a clearer picture of a deputy’s
performance prior to their unit commander’s assessment.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 2: DEDICATED TRAINING OFFICER (TO) FOR
PROBATIONARY YEAR

DSTs should be assigned a TO for the entire year who is held accountable for providing a
meaningful evaluation of the trainee. In contrast to field training officers, who supervise
new patrol deputies during their probationary period, custody training officers are not paid
any additional salary for their training responsibilities. This should change and custody
TO’s should be compensated for their work.

RESPONSE:

During the first half of 2016, Men’s Central Jail (MC]) reported a projected 112 trainees
arriving at the facility in need of a custody training officer. If this trend continues, and the
Department were to adapt this recommendation, MCJ would need three times as many
training officers to handle the workload. This change would only serve to dilute the
knowledge and skill of the pool of training officers and result in a lower standard of training.
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The “Standardized Orientation and Training Program” policy currently states that training
officers should have only one trainee and that they should be on the same schedule and
assigned to the same location as their training officer. If facilities were to comply with this
mandate for a year-long training program, coupled with the CCJV recommendation and
Rosas v. McDonnell settlement agreement that line personnel must be rotated every six
months, staffing issues would make it prohibitive.

In order to assist with the current level of evaluations handled by the MC] Training Office,
which has only one sergeant, MCJ has assigned a second training sergeant (effective May
15, 2016), dedicated to ensuring the timeliness of evaluations and other training
documents. lithe training program is extended to 12 months, additional sergeants would
be necessary to process the additional paperwork.

Custody training officers take on significant additional work and are held accountable for
not only their work and own actions, but in some cases, the actions of their trainees. This
additional work and risk comes with little reward and no tangible compensation. The
creation of a training officer tank or position would significantly help ensure the most
capable and experienced personnel become training officers.

In the current financial and personnel state, the Department does not have the resources to
accomplish this request. Custody facilities are also assigned a compliance lieutenant who
is responsible for identifying potential at-risk employees as it relates to force, conduct, and
inmate grievances. The compliance lieutenant is tasked with analyzing trends and
assessing potential risk management issues as it relates to use of force, inmate injuries,
and other potential areas of liabilities. Any problems in these areas are directly reported to
the unit commander.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 3: RELEASE OF LOW-PERFORMING DST

Of the 334 DSTs who graduated from the Academy in 2014, not one was released for
performance-related reasons. The Department should take advantage of the opportunity to
identify and dismiss employees who consistently do not display aptitude for the position
and ensure that its policy clearly expresses this possibility.

RESPONSE:

Currently, approximately four percent of personnel who apply to the Department
successfully complete the backgrounds process and begin the academy. Of those recruits,
approximately 20 percent do not graduate from the Sheriffs academy.

When a trainee is assigned to a custody facility (28 weeks, including academy training and
jail operations), the Department has invested a significant amount of time (approximately

Page 4 of 6



RESPONSE TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY OFFtCE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
DRAFT REPORT

five months) and resources into that individual prior to them ever working a shift on the line.
Through the initial 28 weeks of academy training and jail operations, individuals are
closely monitored and rigorously assessed. A thorough and thoughtful evaluation is
conducted to measure a deputy’s strengths and growth areas. This evaluation is continued
through the next 90 days while the DST is on training at a custody facility.

Because of this investment, the Department takes great efforts to ensure that those who
can competently complete the training process are afforded every opportunity to succeed.

Those who are deficient have their training program extended and those who decide that
the custody environment is not for them are allowed to resign. The vast majority of trainees
have given considerable personal sacrifice to the Department to become deputy sheriffs
and by the time they have arrived at their facilities, have been thoroughly vetted by both the
background and academy processes. This leads to an extremely low number of
employees terminated during their probationary period.

CDM section 3-02/010.00 “Standardized Orientation and Training Program” will be revised
to require immediate notification to the training sergeant and lieutenant for any trainee who
exhibits any of the following during their training process:

• Any significant training deficiency or superiority
• Any inmate complaint or commendation
• Any use of force incident or prevented use of force
• Any Performance Log Entry (PLE)
• Any Personnel Performance Index (PPI) entry

These notifications shall be entered in the ‘Custody Training Unit Comments and
Recommendations” section of the biweekly trainee evaluations. This will be used to
establish any trends which may appear during the training program.

This policy will also be revised to require unit commander notification wherein any trainee
continues to exhibit significant deficiencies after being given a reasonable amount of time
to improve. Unit commander notifications will be made prior to the end of the 90-day
training program.

RECOMMENDATION NO.4: COMMANDER APPROVAL

In order to ensure that probationary employees are being rigorously evaluated, the
Department should require that a Commander review a DST’s final evaluation and
affirmatively approve that the deputy has passed his or her probationary period at least 30-
days prior to the end of the year, to ensure there is time to release the DST if necessary.
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RESPONSE:

Currently, the Department graduates approximately eight academy classes a year, with
approximately 90 deputy sheriff graduates per class, totaling 700÷ deputies. A commander
is not intimately involved during the review and assessment of each probationer during their
probationary period. It would be impractical for a commander to review the probationer’s
final evaluation. The review of more than 700 probationers per year, would require an
extensive degree of research by each Commander which would be unfeasible. The current
review practice affords the probationer the opportunity to have a fair and efficient review of
their work performance by the necessary stakeholders that have firsthand knowledge of the
employee’s overall work history, strengths, and weaknesses during the probationary period.
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